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Abstract

Our paper presents an examination of how preferences for rearing children affect
fertility and income growth. As described in reports of the related literature, an
aging society with an increase in life expectancy reduces fertility because the pref-
erence for children decreases relatively. However, in the model with the endogenous
child care service price, a decrease in preference for children does not always reduce
fertility because a decrease in the price of child care service raises fertility. Then,
income growth can not decrease because fertility does not always increase. The
subsidy for child care service increases both the share of using child care service and
the labor share of the child care service sector. Then, the wage rate of the child care

service sector rises, too.
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1 Introduction

Our paper presents an examination of how preferences for rearing children affects fertility
in the endogenous child care service price. The preference for rearing children is related
to life expectancy. An increase in life expectancy reduces the preference for rearing
children. Thereby, fertility decreases. This result was derived by Yakita (2001), van
Groezen, Leers, and Meijdam (2008) and others as reported in the related literature.
However, the relative decrease in the preference for rearing children with an increase in
life expectancy raises the preference for consumption in the old period. Consequently,
the saving rate increases. Then, the capital accumulation is facilitated. The capital
stock per capita increases because of increased savings and decreased fertility.

The aim of these analyses is to examine how fertility is determined in an endogenous
fertility model with a child care service sector. Our paper sets a two-sector model, with
a final goods sector and a child care service sector, based on Yasuoka (2019).! With
an endogenous price of child care services, our manuscript derives the result that an
increased preference for children can not always raise fertility. Therefore, a decrease
in the preference for rearing children as an increase in life expectancy can not always
reduce fertility. This result differs from those in reports of the related literature in that
a decrease in the preference for rearing children by an increase in life expectancy reduces
the fertility.

Moreover, we verify the effects of a child care service subsidy on fertility. Because of
the subsidy, both the share of using child care services and the labor share of the child
care service sector increases. Then, the wage rate of the child care service sector rises.
This result shows positive correlation between fertility and labor force participation.
This result is consistent with data provided by Sleebos (2003).

Apps and Rees (2004) and Ferrero and Iza (2004) consider child care services and
parental child care time. Thereby, they derive correlation between the fertility and

female labor participation. These analyses derive a positive correlation. If one considers

Yasuoka (2019) sets a two-sector model: a final goods sector and an elderly care service sector.

However, Yasuoka (2019) considers a small open economy without consideration of capital accumulation.



only parental child care, then negative correlation is obtainable, as shown by Galor
and Weil (1996). By virtue of capital accumulation, the demand for child care services
increases and the child care time decreases. These earlier reports describe that fertility
is positively correlated with female labor force participation. Different from the results
obtained from these reports of the literature, we derive how the subsidy for child care
service affects the share of using child care services and the labor share of the child care
service sector.

Van Groezen, Leers, and Meijdam (2003) show that the child allowance, as a subsidy
for child care, raises fertility. However, if one considers capital accumulation, then
the child allowance reduces fertility, as explained by Fanti and Gori (2009), because a
decrease in capital accumulation reduces the wage income. Yasuoka and Miyake (2010)
present the negative effect of subsidy policy on fertility because of an increase in child
care services.

The remaining parts of paper are arranged to present our examination and the salient
conclusions. Section 2 sets the model. Section 3 derives the equilibrium and presents
an examination of how the preference for children affects fertility. Section 4 examines
effects of a subsidy for child care service on fertility and income growth. The final section

concludes the paper.

2 The Model

Individuals in households live in two periods: young and old. During the young period,
the children work to obtain income. They consume goods in the old period. We assume

the following log utility function:
w=alnn+ (1 —a)lnei, 0<a< 1. (1)

In that equation, n; and c¢;41 denote fertility (number of children) and consumption in
the old period. In this model, child care of two types exists: self child care, representing
parental time spent, and purchased child care services provided through the child care

service market. If the individuals use the child care service, then the lifetime budget



constraint is shown as

_ Ct+1
Wy = 2N —— 2
t tt+1+7"t+1 ()

In that equation, w; represents the wage income, z; denotes the price of child care
services, and ry;1 denotes the interest rate. Therefore, the parents use the child care
services; they can provide a full time supply of labor.

If the individuals care for the children by themselves, then the budget constraint is

_ Ct+1
1-— = — 1.
( o)Wy T4y 0<o< (3)

In that equation, ¢ is needed for the care time for a child. Because of the child care time
¢ny, the parents supply labor time of 1 — ¢ny.

There exist firms of two types in this model economy: one produces final goods; the
other firm produces child care services. The production function in the firm of the final

goods is assumed as

Y = KY(BL,)' Y0 <0< 1. (4)

The output of final goods Y; is produced by inputting the capital stock K; and the
effective labor L;. B; = b%,(b > 0) shows the Romer (1986) and Grossman and
Yanagawa (1993) type of externality. With competitive market, the effective wage rate

wy and the interest rate 1 4+ r; are given by the follows,
K
wy = (1—0)p 0=, (5)
Ly
1+r, = 6" (6)
The profit function 7; in the child care service is assumed as

T = zpLi — wilg, 0 < p. (7)

Therein, L§ represents the labor input to child care services. Also, wf denotes the wage
rate in child care services. With a competitive market, the wage rate in the child care

service sector is shown as presented below:



As described in this paper, we assume that individuals have ability a. This ability
a is assumed to differ among individuals; it is distributed in [0, a]. This ability a shows
labor productivity in production of the final goods. If individuals work in the final
goods market, they can obtain w; = aw,. If they work in the child care market, they
can obtain w; = wy, irrespective of a. This setting is based on the explanation presented
by Meckl and Zink (2004).2 Therefore, with high a, they work in the final goods sector.

Otherwise, they work in the child care service sector.® The cut off ability a is given as

9)

Then, the labor shares of child care service sector and the final goods sector are shown

C
- w
a=—L.
Wt

respectively by % and ?

If the workers in the final goods sector use child care services, their fertility is shown

as4

— aawy . (10)
zZt

If care time for children is given without child care service, then the fertility can be

presented as °
Qaw; o

= = _, 11
pawy ¢ ()

We define the ability a to hold %ﬁ”t = % as a. a shows indifference between child care

T

by the market service and that by one’s own time. If individuals have ability a > a,
they use the child care service. Otherwise, they care for children with their own time.
Therefore, the share of E?Ta uses the child care service. Because of these equations a, a,

the following equation can be obtained:

a
¢p’
*Meckl and Zink (2004) considers labor of two types: skilled and unskilled. Skilled laborers obtain

a’w,. By contrast, unskilled laborers obtain aw,. Substantially, this setting is the same as that used for

a =

(12)

the analyses presented herein.

3Productivity a shows no absolute ability of labor but a relative ability. Low a shows insufficient skill

in the final goods sector, but high skill in the child goods sector.
“We can obtain fertility to maximize utility (1) subject to (2).
®We can obtain fertility to maximize utility (1) subject to (3). The fertility of child care service

workers can be given as (11).



We assume ¢p < 1 for simplicity. Then, we can obtain a@ > a. Therefore, individuals
with ability [0, a] work in the child care service sector and care for their children using
their own time. Individuals who have ability [a,a] work in the final goods sector and
care for their children using their own time. Individuals who have ability [a,a] work in

the final goods sector and use the child care services for their children.

3 Equilibrium

This section presents derivation of the equilibrium of the model economy in this paper.
The equilibrium can be given by the child care service market and the capital market.
First, we consider the child care market equilibrium. Demand for child care service is
given as ff %ﬁ”t%da. The supply for child care services is given as (9). Then, because
of these two equations, the following equation can be shown as the child care service

market equilibrium condition:
a(a? —
2¢a

With (12) and (13), we can obtain & and a as

N _ (67
a = a m, (14)

da da da da da
,%<0,%<0and@>0,%>0,%

a decrease in the preference for children « as representing the case of an aging society

?)

Q>

= pa. (13)

After obtaining % >0 > 0, one can consider
with fewer children. A decrease in o decreases a: the share of using child care services
increases because the number of children at each household decreases.

The average number of children or fertility n® is given as

a 1 @l
na’ = / craty jda -+ / gjda
a 0o ¢

zt a a
B a(a® + a?) (16)
2¢aa
The sign of % is ambiguous because
=2
dnain:_a(%z 1) da an




The sign of % is determined depending on the level of n®. Large n® brings about

dn®

- > 0. However, with small n® we can obtain% < 0: even if the preference for

children increases, the fertility can not always increase because of the child care service
market. As shown by (10) and (11), an increase in « raises fertility. However, with an
increase in the demand for child care service, the price of child care service rises, which
reduces the demand for child care service. Then, this reduces the fertility. The former
positive effect and the latter negative effect on fertility co-exist. Therefore, the effect on

fertility is ambiguous. The following proposition can be established.

Proposition 1  An increase in the preference for children o can not always raise fertility.

An increase in the preference for children « raises a.

If we consider the model economy without child care service or a one-sector model,
then the fertility can always be raised by virtue of an increase in «. However, by
considering child care services as a two-sector model, an increase in o does not always
raise fertility.

Next, we examine the effects of a preference for children o on income growth. Defining
ky = % (N; denotes the population size of younger people) as the capital stock per capita
and L; = (% + M) N; as effective labor, the capital market equilibrium is

a

given as 6
a 1 a 1
K1 = N(1-a) (/ awtjda—l—/ wfda)
a a 0 a
1 —aa®+a?
= . 18
a g (18)
Then, the income growth rate 1 + g = kzl is given as

keer (1= a)(1—0)bt=9 (@2 + p2¢%a?)
ke 2n%a—(1—(1—pp)(1—a)a)

As shown by (19), an increase in the preference for children « reduces the income growth

(19)

rate directly because saving for consumption in the old period decreases. However, an

8L, denotes the labor input for final goods sector. Therefore, workers of the child care service sector

are not included.



increase in « raises a. This effect raises the income growth rate. Moreover, an increase in
a reduces Ly, which positively affects income growth. If the average fertility n® increases,
then this effect on the income growth rate is negative because of the dilutive effect on the
capital stock. Therefore, the increase in effects on income growth is ambiguous because

these effects on income growth exist. Then, the following proposition can be established.

Proposition 2 An increase in « can not reduce income growth rate because of ambiguous

effects on average fertility and positive effects on a.

As shown by reports of the related literature, an increase in life expectancy, which
entails a decrease in the preference for children, raises the income growth rate because
saving increases and fertility decreases. However, if we regard the price of child care
service as a two-sector model, the income growth rate can not always increase because
fertility can decrease and a increases. An increase in @ increases @, as shown by (12). The
wage income of the child care service workers increases and saving increases. Therefore,
these counter-effects exist. The effect of an increase in preference for children on income

growth is ambiguous.

4 Subsidy for Child Care Services

This section presents examination of the effects of a subsidy for child care services on
fertility. Defining € and 7 respectively as the subsidy rate of child care service and the

income tax rate, household budget constraints (2) and (3) are changed as shown below:

_ Ct+1
1—71)wy=(1—€)zeny + ———, 20
(1 —=7)wr = (1 —€)zne [— (20)
_ Ct41
1—o¢ng)(l —71)wy = ———. 21
(1= o)1 = )we = 21)

The government budget constraint is given as

a 1 a 1 & 1 a 1
e/ zng—da =T </ awg—da +/ (1 — ¢n)aws—da + / (1- (zﬁn)wfda) . (22)
a a a a a a 0 a



In this case, a are given as (9). Also, a is shown as

(1—¢€)a
(1—7)¢p

By total differentiation of (22) and (23) with respect to €, 7, @, and a at the approx-

(23)

a =

imation of ¢ = 0 and 7 = 0, one can obtain the following equation:

a? — aad® + (1 — a)a?
de = d 24
¢ a(@® — a2) " (24)
da adr — e+ Laa (25)
= T — —de + —da.
op op

The child care service market equilibrium (13) is modified as the following form in the

case of a subsidy:

2 2

awy(l —T1)a*—a
(1 —G)Zt 2

= pa. (26)

Considering %:32’5 = % and total differentiation of this equation with respect to a, a,

we can obtain
O
ol + ppa

With (24), (25) and (27), we can obtain % as shown below:

da = —

. S(E2_ 52 PRy

da _ a — i@ pgs(l—;(_ld;;)a ) 98

dr = qqoenbgn (28)
pre2a

If the numerator is positive, i.e., if the decrease effect of subsidy on a is large, g—i is

negative. The share of individuals who use the child care service increases. The first
term in the numerator shows the taxation effect. Taxation reduces demand for child
care services; a increases. The second term represents the subsidy effect. The subsidy
raises the demand for child care services and a decreases. If the subsidy effect is greater
than the taxation effect, one can obtain % < 0. From (27), the labor share of the child
care services market increases.

In the case of subsidy, the average fertility (16) is modified to the following form:

@ a1 —7)aw 1 @l poa + aa
n® = 77da—|—/ ——da = ———. 29
/@ (1 —€)z 0o ¢a oa (29)

a



Here, % can be presented as shown below:
dn® pa da
- == 30
dr aa dr (30)

With g—f_ < 0, average fertility increases. Then, the following proposition can be estab-

lished.

Proposition 3 A subsidy for child care services can raise the share of the individuals
who use child care services. If a decreases because of an increase in the share of using

child care service, then the average fertility can increase.

The subsidy facilitates the use of child care services. An increase in « has a direct
positive effect on fertility. However, the subsidy reduces a, which differs from the result
of an increase in a by which @ rises. A decrease in @ shows an increase in @. An increase
in @ shows the share of working in the child care service sector. The wage rate of the

child care sector increases, as shown by (9) and (27).

5 Conclusions

Our paper presents an examination of how the preference for children affects fertility
and income growth. Because of endogenous child care service pricing, an increase in
preference for children can not always raise the fertility caused by an increase in the
price of child care service. This result demonstrates that even if the preference for
children decreases, fertility does not always decrease. This result can not be derived
in the related reports of the literature that an increase in life expectancy invariably
reduces fertility. Therefore, income growth can not always decrease by an increase in
the preference for children because fertility can not always increase. The dilutive effect
on the capital stock does not occur.

Moreover, the subsidy for child care service increases the share of people using child

care services. By virtue of the subsidy policy, the fertility increases. The share of using

10



the child care service sector increases. This result brings about an increase in the labor

force participation rate.

11



References

[1]

[9]

[10]

Apps, P. & Rees, R. 2004.“Fertility, Taxation and Family Policy,” Scandinavian
Journal of Economics, vol. 106(4), pages 745-763.

Fanti, L. & Gori, L. 2009. “Population and Neoclassical Economic Growth: A New
Child Policy Perspective,” Economics Letters, vol. 104(1), pages 27-30.

Ferrero, M. D. & Iza, M. 2004. “Skill Premium Effects on Fertility and Female

Labor Force Supply,” Journal of Population Economics, vol. 17(1), pages 1-16.

Galor, O. & Weil, D. N. 1996. “The Gender Gap, Fertility, and Growth,” American
Economic Review, vol. 86(3), pages 374-387.

Grossman, G. M. & Yanagawa, N. 1993. “Asset Bubbles and Endogenous Growth,”

Journal of Monetary Economics, vol. 31(1), pages 3-19.

Meckl, J. & Zink, S. 2004. “Solow and Heterogeneous Labour: A Neoclassical Ex-

planation of Wage Inequality,” Economic Journal, vol. 114(498), pages 825-843.

Romer, P. M. 1986. “Increasing Returns and Long-run Growth,” Journal of Political

Economy, vol. 94(5), pages 1002-1037.

Sleebos, J. 2003. “Low Fertility Rates in OECD Countries: Facts and Policy Re-
sponses,” OECD Labour Market and Social Policy Occasional Papers 15, OECD
Publishing.

Van Groezen, B. & Leers, T. & Meijdam, L., 2003. “Social Security and Endogenous
Fertility: Pensions and Child Allowances as Siamese Twins,” Journal of Public

Economics, vol. 87(2), pages 233-251.

Van Groezen, B. & Meijdam, L. 2008. “Growing Old and Staying Young: Population
Policy in an Ageing Closed Economy,” Journal of Population Economics, vol. 21(3),

pages 573-588.

12



[11] Yakita, A. 2001. “Uncertain Lifetime, Fertility and Social Security,” Journal of

Population Economics, vol. 14(4), pages 635-640.

[12] Yasuoka, M. 2019. “Subsidies for Elderly Care with Pay-As-You-Go Pension,” Jour-

nal of the Economics of Ageing, Online Published.

[13] Yasuoka M. and Miyake A. 2010. “Change in the Transition of the Fertility Rate,”
Economics Letters, vol.106, pages 78-80.

13



	DP表紙-安岡先生 194号
	②SY(20191)final

